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ADVERTISEMENT 


Io the Journal of last Wednesday, 4th October, 
Dr. Smith accuses the writer of the following reply 
of great want of courtesy. He gave his pen to 
sone man in a mask to call Homespaths fools, 
knaves, forgers, humbugs and gentry withouta mite 
of common sense, and more than to insinuate that 
the compilers of the ‘ Epitome” were not honest, 
I reply without once retaliating a single hard word ; 
yet the Dr. is shocked at my horrid discourtesy. I 
appeal to the public whether this is candid. He 
brought in his handa most contemptuous challenge 
to try charcoal on the healthy subject. I, calmly 
or rather gladly, accept the challenge so faras pos- 
sible, both of the manin the mask, and of him 
who is visible; and the Dr. does what he can to 
suppress my acceptance, and telis the world that I 
ain very ill-bred I appeal to the world whether 
this is courageous. He sanctioned the man in the 
mask. writing virtually, that we might swallow a 
pound avoirdupois, and I know not how much more 
ot sulphur, charcoal, limestone, sponge or flint, 
without any effect whatever ; and when 1 brought 
Hipprocrates from the grave to lecture to them in 
Greek on the importance of remembering the eflects 
ef diugs, and took the precaution to translate the 
lecture literally into their mother tongue, he 
mocks at my ignorance. I appeal even to the pro- 
fession whether this is gratefwi. 

I think I thus proved very plainly, as I said be- 
fore, that the Dr's. evil **communications” had 
not corrupted my good manners. And behold the 
happy effect of my forbearance! The Dr all at 
once becomes an advocate for courtesy, good breed- 
ing and science in controversy. May | venture to 
hint that my good **communicatien” seems to 
have improved even the Dr’s. mauners? for he ac- 
tually admits now that there are scieatific Hom@o- 
paths, aye, and honest ones too; confesses he knows 
nothing about Homeopathy, and begs for ** light.” 

But tuough the Dr. is improved, he is not yet 
pertect. He must give over ‘* countenancing nos- 
trums,” otherwise the Massachusetts Medical So- 
ciety must in fairness call him to account, (‘*Med- 
ical Conservator,’’ though he styles himself,) oth- 
erwise Dr. Starkweather may justly complain. A 
p- 484 of the Journal of July 19, he denounces the 
hapless brethren who ‘ countenance nostrums,’’ 
and yet in the next page but one he cries up the 
Shakers’ Compound Syrup of Sarsaparilla. On 
looking to Dr. J. V. C. Smith’s advertisement of 


the compound syrup, we are assured that “it is 
prepared from the best and most virtuous altera- 
tives of the vegetable kingdom.” Still, however 
goud and virtuous they are, like my critic, they are 
masked, secret, undivulged ; they compose a nos- 
trum Dr. J. V. C. Smith in advertising them, 
“*countenances nostrums ; and however good and 
virtuous may be the vegetables, I appeal to the Mas- 
sachusetts Medical Society whether Dr. J. V. C. 
Smith’s conduct is either good or virtuous in twit- 
ting Dr. Starkweather with the mote that was in 
his eye, while sucha beam is even now in his own. 

As I was desirous of obtaiving Dr. Lee’s reply to 
my proposal, before throwing off the last impres- 
sions of the following letter, I requested a friend to 
wait on him and ascertain his views. “The doctor 
sent the following note: “ Dr. Lee’s compliments 
to Dr. Lillie, and begs to assure him that be is 
gratified with the proposal of Dr. L.,:that he will 
take it into serious consideration, and inform Dr. L, 
of his acceptance, or the contrary, within a few 
days.” Iam sorry I cannot wait on the doctor, for 
the following reasons: 

Ist. I never kuew precisely how many days made 
up @ few; and late times have made me more un- 
certain than ever. I only know the mysterious 
ierm has been much lengthened. 

2d. I think three full days were enough for the 
doctor to make up his mind whether he would eat 
a grain of charcoal. 

3d. I could not think it kind to keep the doctor 
shivering on the fence, between ‘‘acceptance” and 
tte ‘coritrary,” when I thoughtshe might possibly 
at last topple over on the “contrary” side. Be- 
cause, 

4th. A verbal message accompanied the note, 
that Dr Lee was very busy with a publication, and 
besides was in very bad health, and therefore 
could not submit to the investigation.  S¢tilé I 
must ada, 

5th. That the doctor must be feeble indeed if he 
fears a grain of charcoal. 4nd, 

6th, and last. The doctor promises to answer the 
Letter. This is so far well; but it would, on the 
whole, have been better had he bravely submitted 
to the pinch of charcoal, which nevertheless I am 
happy to find the doctor thinks worthy of a few 
days serious consideration. I am hoping the doctor 
will turn out a Hahnemannian after all. 


To the Editor of the Evening Post : 

Sir—The following reply to the Boston Medical 
and Surgical Journal, was written, as I understood 
it, under promise of insertion. It1s, however, de- 
clined. I respectfully solicit the favor of publi- 
cation at your hands. 

T remain Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JAMES LILLIE. 
Brovuxtiyn, L. I., 20th Sept, Lene 
65 Henry street. 
J. V.-C. Smrrn, M. D. 

Sir—After reading the critique which you 
thought proper to publish on the work of Dr. 
Curtis and myself, it was my intention to abstain 
from every thing in the shape of a rely. Batas 
some whose judgment I feel bound to respect, im- 
agine that the cause of science and humanity, may 
be benefitted by an answer to that production, I 
have thought it worth while to deviate from my 
first design. 

The personalities and impertinences with which 
the review opens, and by which it 1s-accompanied 
to its close, I shall treat with the silence they de- 
serve. 

You set out with the startliny assertion, that Jahr’s 
New Manual isa pure work of fiction ; ** and in 
proof refer to the articles Actea, p 23, Aquilegia, 
p. 61, Chenopodium, p. 140, and Nigella, p. 253.” 
I know not what your readers will think, when 
they learn that not one of these drugs is to be found 
in the New Manual. My proof is, that page 23 is 
occupied by Ambra, 61 by Assafetida, 140 by 
Cantharis, and 253 by Grannatum and Graphites 
So foul a stumble at the very start is surely omin- 
ous of a disastrous journey. 

You allege that the acknowledged forgeries of 
Drs. Fickel Heyne and Hoffbauer, should discre- 
dit the whole Homeopathic materia medica ; ‘If 
twenty pages of symptoms have been forged, how 
do you know but all is of thesame character ?— 
‘Drs Fickel Heyne, Hoflbauer, stand high in the 
list of Homeopathic authors, but ifthey don’t hes- 
itate to ‘forge’ what dependence can be placed 
upon the other?” [say we know infailibly, that 
all the other pages are not of the same character 

“with the forged twenty, because those others have 
formed the basis of successful Homeopathic prac- 
tice throughout the world. True you will tell me 

that practice is an absurdity; and I tell you Dr. 


October 24, 1843, 
65 Henry st:eet, Brooklyn. 


you speak evil of what you know not, Sir! Dol 
accuse you of ignorance without the best of rea- 
sons? Where did you learn that Drs. Fickel, 
Heyne, &c., stood high on the list of Homeopath- 
iz authors? Till you took it upon you to lecture 
Dr. Capen and the authors of the silly manual on 
the subject of Homeopathy, I had imagined that 
Fickel and Heyne were @/tases of one forger, and 
that that forger was an A/lopath’ Besides what 
fairness or force is there in your logic ? Drs, Fickel 
and Heyne, Homeopaths, forged,, therefore all 
Homeeopaths from Hah nemann downwards, are for- 
gers? Asit turns out that Janus Fickel Heyne 
was an Allopath, may / not return with deadly 
force, the poisoned dart which you have thrown 
away atme? Janus Fickel Heyne an Allopath, 
forged ; therefore all Allopaths are forgers ; con- 
sequently J. V. C. Smith, M. D., editor, &c., is a 
No! Sir, | do not say so; but if I do not, 
itis because your evil ‘* communications” have not 
corrupted my good manners. 

You write ‘* This precious confession (i. e. of 
the forgeries) furnishes a clue to one of the myste- 
ries connected with this occult art. Many per- 
sons have wondered how it was, that so many 
thousands of the most violent symptoms, could be 
produced by some of the most inert substances, 
many of which are not known to produce any ef- 
fects waatever, in any appreciable dose; why, for 
example, simple carbonate of lime could produce 
six pages of symptoms; charcoal as many more ? 
sponge, silex and sulphur each as many more, &c ; 
the secret, however, is now revealed—these Ger- 
man transcendentalists have been amusing them- 
selves by drawing up imaginary systems of mate- 
ria medica, and fools or knaves enough have been 
found, who were willing to take their systems up- 
on trust, without so much as putting a single ar- 
ticle to the test of actual trial, on a person in a 
state of health ; although a mite of common sense, 
would have shown these gentry that there was not 
and could not be a single well established fact in 
the whole farrazo uf stuff, so pompously published 
forth as systems of Homeopathic Materia Medi- 
ca.” 


‘Vhis passage certainly contains some very stri- 
king assertions, which might, in my judgment, 
have been left to produce their proper effect, with- 
out the garnishing about * fools and knaves” and 
‘* gentry” without ** a mite ofcommon sense,” and 
such like ornaments of speech. My business, how- 


ever, Dr. is with your assertions, not with your 
taste. You surely write in great haste, and with- 
out sufficient reflection, when you allege that car- 
bonate of lime, charcoal, sponge, silex, sulphur, 
&c., are not known to produce any effects whatev- 
er in any appreciable dose ! Thison a moment’s 
thought, you must know, is not merely not true, 
itis a glaring, outrageous, audacious denial, of 
what every man whether dolt or doctor, knows to 
be fact in regard to one or other of these substan- 
ces. I presume you merely meant to say that 
these drugs were inactive in comparison of others. 
But if so, you are for a critic, rather unfortunate 
in your selection of terms. Even with this modi- 
fication I join issue with you. I deny then that 
sulpiur and charcoal and silex, are inert substan- 
ces. Inert! Why sir, without these same despi-ed 
articles, the American rifle would never have been 
heard on this continent, nor Bunker’s Hiil known, 
except as the spacious sepulchre, in which War- 
ren and American freedom lay entombed. You 
will no doubt retort that my reference proves noth- 
ing, that you were speaking of sulphur aad char- 
coal in their crude common form, and not when 
subjected to special preparation, and placed in pe- 
culiar circumstances. Very well. And are you 
ignorant that Hahnemann subjected his sulphur and 
charcoal to special preparation, and placed them 
in peculiar circumstances? The ingredients of 
gunpowder, were never triturated with more care 
by the discoverer of that astounding secret than 
the single substances were triturated by the dis- 
coverer (now immortal) of a secret still more as- 
tounding and infinitely more beneficent. Here you 
will break in with your assertion, that all this 
about trituration and dilution, is sheer impostures 
I perceive like Dr. Reese you prefer the term hum- 
bug. But, sir, how do you know it is imposture ? 
If you do not know it, then perhaps you are giv- 
ing the lie to men of whom it is no exaggerated 
praise to say, they are as good as yourself. I, yes 
sir, I know it is no impesture. I have hundreds 
of times made these triturations and dilutions with 
my own hands ; far oftener have I applied them in 
the treatment of disease, andI know it is no im- 
posture, but the greatest scientific discovery with 
which any age has been blessed. Did you ever 
make a Homeopathic trituration? Did you ever 
take a grain of charcoal, work on it for three hours 
to get a millionth of it, and apply that millionth to 
a carefully discriminated case of disease, to which 
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Hahnemann says it is applicable? Never !— 
Then what do you know about it? I do not 
ask what do you believe, suppose, fancy? ThatI 
know well enough. Bat what can you know ?— 
The plain truth is you know just as muchas Dr. W. 
Holmes on this point. Not an atom more. Yet 
you go on. 


‘«¢ The practitioners of this school have again and 
azain been challenged to produce upon the healthy 
any one of the one thousand symptoms laid? dovsn 
in this book; but have they accepted the chal- 
lenge? Not they—and nething would they depre- 
cate so much as such atest. Take for example 
* carbo vegetabilis”’”’ Ah! [likethis. Itiscom- 
ing to the point of the bayonet. Now for the 
charge ! 


Dr. Lee of New York, once proposed to me, to 
have a committee appointed tor the purpose of 
pursuing such an investigation. [ promptly agreed 
and actually spoke to Dr. Mott about presiding.— 
The thing feilthrough. Possibly Dr. Lee thinks I 
shunned the test. But he 1s mistaken, as I shall 
now convince him. I now propose to Dr. Lee that 
he shall select two physicians, and I two, and that 
we six shall agree on a chairman ; that charcoal 
shall be the substance tested ; that Dr. Lee shall 
.be one subject ; that he shall not be asked to take 
more than one grain of the charcval ; that to pre- 
Yent the possibility of unfairness on either side the 
charcoal shall be prepared and swallowed in com- 
mitte ; that the experiments shall be varied as the 
committee may agree; and that the results be pub- 
lished. 


And, Dr. if you would allow me, | would further 
propose that a similar committee should be got up 
in Boston; that Dr. Smith should do, [ should pos- 
sibly say, suffer there, what I hope Dr. Lee will not 
to in decline submitting New York ; and that the 
result be handed down to future ages, in the pages 
of the Boston Medical and Surgical Journal, 


You tell us that «*Dr. Joerg of Leipsic has made 
experiments with drugs on healthy subjects ; that 
his results bear no resemblance to Hahnemann’s, 
and that no candid person can compare the two, 
without a full conviction, that the whole Homeo- 
pathic materia medica, like the portions already 
acknowledged to be so, have been ‘ forged’ after the 
manner of Heyne, Hoffbaucr & Co. 


Sir, when I took Dr. J. V. C. Smith in hand, it 
was my determination to mingle justice as far as 


possible with gextleness. I intended, as Brutus 
says of Cesar: 
“To carve him as dish fit for the gods, 
Not hew him as a carcase fit for bounds.” 

But you tempt me somewhat too much. Sir, I 
have examined Joerg’s results, in the 10ih volume 
of the American Journal of Medicine, and I find 
them substantially the same with Habnemann’s. 
And, therefore, if Hahnemann is a forger, ashe 
preceded Joerg by so many years, Joerg must be 
the forger of a forger. I must not imitate you in 
giving bare assertions. To the proof then. I 
pass nitre, because Hahnemann does not give the 
pathogenesis, and because Joerg’s results have ac- 
tually been incorporated in the homeopathic 
works. Let us take arnica montana. Joerg says: 
“Tt produces a very decided irritation of the whole 
tract of the alimentary canal ; and especially of the 
esophagus (gullet,) stomach and small intestines.” 
Hahneinann says it produces “‘burring in the bottom 
of the throat;” ‘‘nausea, vumiting and violent 
retching,” ‘* dysenteric bellyache,” “digging in 
the depth of the lower belly,” “little frequent 
stools, consisting only of mucus.” Perhaps you 
are not aware that these are proofs of ‘‘very decid- 
ed irritation of the whole tract of the alimentary 
canal.” Joerg says it caused ‘‘a modification in the 
quantity and quality of the urinary discharge.”— 
Hahnemann, eschewing such generalities, specifies 
“frequent desire to pass water,” ‘“‘watery urine,” 
“retention of urine,” ‘ tenesmus at the neck of 
the bladder,” vain efforts to pass water,” &c. &c. 
Joerg says the irritation extends to the brain. Hah- 
nemaun says it produces dizziness, stupefaction; in- 
ternal heat of the head, headache, and so on for 
four or five pages, 8vo. Joerg says it quickens cir- 
culation and increases cutaneous exhalation; Hah- 
nemann, that it produces fever and sweat. Joerg 
says it excites ‘a kind of itching in the pharynx 
and larynx,” that leads to “‘congh.” Hahnemann 
specifies ‘every morning after rising, dry hacking 
cough, as from a tickling deep in the wind pipe.” 
This is all that Joerg affirms of arnica. It is plain 
then that Hahnemann anticipated him on every one 
point years before. True, indeed, the founder of 
homeopathy tells us infiaitely more about arnica 
than the Leipsic Professor. But so far as the lat- 
ter says any thing, he merely repeats his peerless 
predecessor. I might go through all the other re- 
medies, and show the results to be substartially the 
same. And to crown all, the very review to which 
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you réfer as authority, expressly acknowledges that 
‘**Hahnemann’s observations were founded on nume- 
rous and diversified experiments.” And yet you, 
Dr. Smith, (or some skulking scribbler for whom 
you make yourself responsible,) tell the world that 
‘‘Joerg’s resultsbear no resemblance to Hahne- 
mann’s, and tliat no candid (yes, candid is the 
word) person can compare the two, without a full 
conviction, that the whole homeopathic materia 
medica, like the portions already acknowledged to 
be so, have been “forged” after the manner of 
Heyne, Hoftbauer & Co.”? What shall Isay to you? 
Are you not ashamed ? Do you not blush even in 
the solitude of your oflice? 

One or two inferences have suggested themseives 
to my mind while reading the Review of Joerg, 
which I am induced simply to indicate, from their 
deep importance to the professicn and the public. 
The first is the confirmation which the reviewer 
unintentionally gives to one of the most formidable 
cf Hahnemann’s charges against the old system, 
that allopathy administers drugs not on any known, 
settled or consistent principle, but empirically, 
that is in plain English, guackishly. What says 
the Reviewer, p. 131? ‘In regard to the latter, 
(the using of remedies) we have little better for our 
guide than mere empiricism.” And in p. 132, we 
find “in relation toa still larger class of remedies, 
our ignorance is still more profound.” Dr. Hodge, 
of Philadelphia, at p. 92, regards ‘*the science of 
medicine as still in an embryotic condition.” Louis, 
of Paris, maintains that medicine is still in its in- 
fancy; but Hodge regards it as an embryo. No 
worder Napoleon believed it nothing at all. Per- 
hapsthe Reviewer was emboldened to make his re- 
markable admissions trom believing that Joerg had 
at last washed off the damning stain of an empiri- 
cal materia medica. But he was too precipitate. 
Joerg is absolutely paralysed by his own discoveries. 
Finding to his astonishment that nitre produces in- 
flammation of the stomach and intestines, he is 
horrified at the way in which his brethren lavish 
the drug in acute inflammation, insists that it can 
nomore be ranked as an antiphlogistic than arse- 
nic ; and that the profession have been deceived 
as to its real properties. Valerian excites the 
brain and bowels, and is prohibited in all cases 
where there is any excitement in those parts, and 
is allowed merely as a tonic. Serpentaria, too, ex- 
cites the intestinal canal, and brain, and can only 
be used when the action in these organs is low ; 1n 


6 


short, it is a tonic. Just so of arnica; it invi- 
tates the bowels and brain, but ‘may {be used asa 
tonic. So of camphor, musk, Ignatius’ bean, as- 
safetida, digitalis and iodine; they all stimulate 
the bowels and brain, and cannot be used where 
inflammation is present, or threatened ; they are 
all tonics. Indeed Joerg’s remedies seemall as like 
each other as kidney beans; and I should like to 
hear any one explain why ove should be preferred 
to another in any given disease. If inflammation, 
or even excitement is present in either bowels or 
brain, not one of them must be touched ; if there 


_is debility in either, any, for aught that is shown, 


may serve. In fact, the only value of Joerg’s ob- 
servations, arises from the strong confirmation 
they lend to Hahnemann’s. As guides in the sick 
chamber, they are absolutely valueless; a fact you 
cannot deny without condemning your own prac- 
tice, which I take for granted is the ordinary rou- 
tine, and that you are aware Joerg explodes. You 
must pardon me when I express my surprise, that 
you should refer so complacently to Joerg as upset- 
ing Hahnemann, when the simple fact turns out to 
be, that he only upsets yourself. 

I must say Iam nota little curious to sce the other 
results ef the Leipsic professor, as I cannot imagine 
how they can substantially differ, from those he 
has already obtained. For example, arsenic will 
undoubtedly be found irritating the whole intestinal 
canal; and the irritation will as surely be found 
extending to the brain. It will therefore turn out 
tobeatonic merely. So of aconite,'belladona, nux 
vomica, chamomile, bark, mercury, veratrum, ipe- 
cacuanha; every one of them, Iam sure, in Joerg’s 
doses, and yours, will irritate both bowels and 
brain, and according to the simple logic of Joerg, 
(may I add of yourself?) must be absolutely ab- 
stained trom, when we find any irritation in either 
of those wide domains, If indeed there be torpor, 
debility, inaction in brain or bowels, they will all 
prove valuable tonics. Such a barren uniformity 
of result, and such a dead level of unmeaning in- 
dication, could only spring frem some mistake in 
the mode of making the experiments, and some 
gross delusion in judging of their meaning when 
.made. That mistake I maintain to have been the 
large crude doses in which the drugs were admin- 
istered, and that delusion the notion that no drug 
‘could do any thing but mischief, in diseases which 
it seemed to create. 

Unhappily for the professor and his pupils, and 


still more for their patients, and for yours, inflain- 
mation is the enemy we have to encounter every 
day ; if he cannot teach us how to meet him, the 
battle will probably be lost before his tonics can 
enter the field. Truly, by increasing the knowl- 
edge of his brethren he has increased their sorrow. 
He has shewn them that while they have been in- 
tent on subduing inflammation, they have really 
only been adding to his strength; and that though 
they have plenty of charms for raising the fiend, they 
have not one that can lay him. To Hahnemann alone 
belongs the glory of revealing the secret His 
works demonstrate that every drug cures that dis- 
ease which most resembles the one which it cre- 
ates; that if it is mighty in exciting some specific 
inflammation, it must for that very reason be 
mighty in subduing one precisely analogous; that 
the value of any substance is just in proportion to 
its power of doing harm ; and that to turn the de- 
stroying tyrant into a prompt and beneficent ser- 
vant, we have only to adopt the method which he 
propounds. The dose must be changed as well 
as the principle on which it is selected. It we 
meet with a disease (a case of cholera, for exam- 
ple,) which strongly resembles the effects of arse- 
nicon the human system, then just as surely as 
one grain of arsenic would kill the patient, so 
surely will the homeopathic fraction of a grain 
commence and probably complete the cure. For 
God has not made the living human organism, to 
entertain two analogous irritations, natural and ar- 
tificial, at the same time, and if we can only make 
an impression with the artificial, the natural must 
die. 

You say, “‘inrunning our eye over the work, 
there appears to be but very slight correspondence 
between the curative and pathogenetic symptoms, 
which ought, according to the homeopathic doc- 
trine to correspond.” 

They docorrespond. Thereis not one patho- 
genetic symptom in the book which 1s not also.a 
curalive one. ‘*In running your eyes over the 
work” you have made them run too fast, not tosee 
the word cuRATiVE following PATHOGENETIC, at 
the beginning of every drug; and thereiore your 
quotation of Sarsaparilla which suppresses the 
word CURATIVE after PATHOGENETIC is a—mis- 
take ; were I to treat you as you deserve, I should 
say—forgery. Why there should be any curative 
symptoms which are not also pathogenetic, can be 
easily understood by any man who reflects on the 
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“netessary imperfections, of even the best experi- 
‘ments on the healthy ; and the great difficulty I 
may say impossibility, of always attaining absolute 
‘certainty in our treatment ot the sick. 

When you complain of what you fancy the arbi- 
trary omission of so many symptoms in the “epito- 
me,” it is plain you do not comprehend the plan of 
“the work you profess to criticise. Itis purely a 
‘synopsis of our recorded cures, Doubtless symp- 
‘toms have been cured which ?re not in the work ; 
but as these are not recorded, it is no omission for 
‘which we are responsible. Indeed, the best de- 
‘scription of the book is contained in these words of 
Hippocrates :‘* Esto de soi panta eamnémoneuta, 
farmaka, kai te dunamies haplai, kai anagegram- 
menai, eiper ara estin en noo, kai ta peri nouson 
J€sios, kai hoi toioutedn tropoi, hosahds, kai hon 
-tropon peri hekaston ehousin. Hauté gar arhé en 
‘iétriké, kai mesa, kai telos.” ‘Let all drugs and 
simple and recorded powers, be well 1emembered 
by you, provided they are known; and the cures of 
‘diseases and their modes, how often and in what 
‘manner they affect each. For this is the begin- 
ning and middle, and end of medicine.” Hipp. 
‘On what is suitable for a physician. I am not 
avflare that Hahnemann himself has given so_ brief 
and yet auequate a description of his science as this 

‘* Simple powers” is the very phrase that he 
selects for his drugs; and it isa literal Hippo- 
eratism. 

You are more than ordinarily facetious about 
Sepia. You say “ we had no idea it was sucha 
concentration of lightning.” I believe you had no 
idea about it atall. You are now to be informed 
that Hippocrates (as I have verified; the other 
references [ take as I find them) valued that fish 
as furnishing a specific in some female complaints; 
a peculiarity inits mighty range which every ho- 
meopath has realized. He also regarded it as an 
astringent. Pliny callsit a purgative and diuretic, 
and recommends it against catarrh of the bladder. 
Nor is he on the first point inconsistent with Hip- 
pocrates: for it isthe fact, it produces and cures 
both constipation and diarrhea, as the * starveling 
compilation’ expresses or implies. You did not 
know then what you were doing when yon put an 
! after constipation as caused by magnesia. Joerg 
tells you ignatia produces either constipation or 
purging; and if ignatia, why not magnesia? Be- 
sides this fish was used by Galen as a stomachic, and 
as a remedy for itch; by Soranus for baldness; by 


Marcellus against gravel and freckles; and by Pau- 
lus of Aegina and Aetius for cutaneous affections. 
Thus we find the observers of all antiquity uniting 
in certifying the fulness and accuracy of that ma- 
teria medica, which you denounce as _ pure fiction 
and forgery. You perceive it is in mercy to your 
moral character that I stigmatise you as ignorant. 

You tell us, ‘* we should not suppose, @ priori, 
that silex would be very formidable.” Sir, a priori 
suppositions have been the bane of medicine and 
science since the beginning. You think you know 
all about silex; and, after all, the amount of your 
knowledge is, that the common acids do not act 
on it; and therefore it must be classed with inerts. 
But then how is it with fluoric acid, or an alkali; 
bring either of these in contact with silex, and he 
bestirs himself at once. However satisfied you 
may be with your knowledge of inert silex, Drs. 
Liebig and Christison are yearly learning more 
about it. Go to the beautiful Tract of Hippocrates, 
from which I have already quoted, entitled ** On 
what is becoming,” (he means in a physician,) and 
you may learn many many things besides this: 
‘*For te suppose, and do nothing, is a mark of 
ignorance and want of skill; since supposition is 
the worst crime ina physician; and it is ruin to 
the patient.” 

You ask, “how do they (the homeopathists) 
treat a fracture?” Hahnemann never gave his sys- 
tem tothe world asa system of surgery, though 
he does say, in passinz, that in such a case the 
ends of the bone must be brought together. You 
say he is inconsistent in this. Well! Dr.J. V.C. 
Smith, Editor, &c., differs with Samuel Hahne- 
mann. But then you must know, that though he 
took away the M. D. from his name, (and well he 
might be ashamed of it when he saw the creatureg 
that carried it,) still itis true he was a regular Dr.; 
and, therefore, why may not Dr. Hahnemann differ 
with Dr. Smith? But though homeopathy no 
more than honor ‘can set to a leg,’ as Falstaff 
says; still it is not in every sense true of homeo- 
pathy, as the same authority says of honor, that ‘it 
hath no skill in surgery;” for very many diseases 
which are called surgical are best treated homeo- 
pathically, provided they are taken in time. I 
have just undertakea two cases of fistula in the in- 
cipient stage, which it would afford me much plea- 
sure to submit to the experienced eyes of our two 
professors of surgery, together with the plan of 
treatment. That plan will embrace sulphur, car- 
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bonate of lime and silex as leading remedies. And 
I have good reason for believing that it would re- 
joice them both, equally as men and surgeuns, to 
find that the cure may be effected without the knife. 
They have seen too much of the world, and I will 
add ot homeopathy, to treat such a proposal as 
most of their less favored brethren would do. 

And now for ‘cutis ovium vulgo sheep skin.” 
Bating your clumsy embellishment about a flock, 
&c., it is true I advised sheep skin with its natural 
heat to be wrapped about a paraplegiac, whose 
vital energy had been almost exhausted by a severe 
disease and severer treatment. From the difficulty 
of procuring such a skiu the remedy was not ap- 
plied. I dv not think it courteous to respectable 
survivors, for you to stigmatise their departed re- 
lative as a sheep for consenting to such a prescrip- 
tion. Were that respectable gentleman living, you 
would not dare to use any such insolence. But we 
all know it is safe to kick a dead lion. However, 
this I will say, when he came into my hands, he 
bore the marks of the wolves. 

Nor was the treatment so ridiculous as you and 
your more ignorant readers imagine. Among other 
remedies in palsy, Hufeland recommends vital heat 
as having an efficacy altogether special, ‘so that 
it is useful to apply living things tu the part,” and 
**to plunge it in the foaming entrails of an animal 
just killed.” And Constant, in his memoirs, tells 
us that M. Charvet wrapped the first wife of Bona- 
parte inaskin taken from a sheep just killed, 
when she fell from a balcony at Plombieres. 

Still you will cavil—this was not homeopathic. 
Sir, when I came under the responsibilities of my 
diploma, I did not promise to limit myself to 
homeopathy, allopathy, or any other system. I 
was pledged, as I understood it, to do every thing 
in my power for the benefit of my patient. But 
are you sure it was not homeopathic? You have 
been so often set right in this discussion that I 
think you must have some misgivings whether 
your name is Smith, should I call it in question.— 
Be not alarmed, Mr. Editor, my discussion with 
you is closed. The topic I hinted at is too subtle 


to be comprehended by every man who writes hime 
self M. D., or trifles with types; and therefore you 
and I had perhaps better let it alone. 

I will close with part of Hahnemann’s advice to 
his critics: ‘‘ I will now poiat out to my adversa- 
ries, an infallible way of subverting, if it be possi- 
ble, this doctrine, which threatens to stifle their 
conjectural art. Homeopathy rests solely on ex- 
perience. Imitate me, she says with a loud voice, 
but imitate me exactly, and you will see at every 
step the proof of what I advance. What no mate- 
ria medica, system of medicine, or of Therapeutics, 
has hitherto done, or been able to do, she loudly 
demands ; she will be judged by her deeds. 

«* There she 1s then, just where you would have 
her. You may give her the death blow. 

** Take cases of disease, one after another, de- 
scribe them in the way marked out in the Organon, 
paint thei so well, after all their perceptible symp- 
toms, that the author of Homeopathy himself shall 
have nothing to say against the exactness of the 
picture, and supposing the cases to be such, that a 
remedy may be found among those hitherto tested, 
chose the drug which is most homeopathically ap- 
propriate, give it alone, in doses as weak as the 
doctrine prescribes, withdrawing all other jpgi- 
cinal influence, and if the disease is not cured, jf 
it is not cured mildly, if it isnot cured permane 
ly, cover Homeopathy publicly with shame, ¥ 
proclaiming the want of success in a treatment 
followed rigorously according to her principles. ~ 

*¢ But abstain, I beseech you, from all falsehood. 
Imposture, sooner or later, is unmasked, and brands 
with ineffaceable disgrace. 

«If after acting conscientiously thus, others not 
less conscientious arrive at the same results while 
repeating your trials; if all that Homeopathy pro- 
mises to him who follows her faithfully, does not 
happen, then this doctrine may be considered lost. 
It is lost, if it do not show itself efficacious, if it do 
not display a remarkable efficacy.” 

What can the man do that cometh after the King? 

Yours, &c. 
JAMES LILLIE, M. D. 


